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Abstract 
Organizational cultures are embedded within larger cultural systems, including national culture. Here, we provide a short review and discussion of the intersection between national and organizational culture. One central focus of our review is on the multilevel structure of culture, which spans from very small units such as teams to global entities such as geographical regions.  At the national level, Hofstede’s (1980) seminal work continues to be a central influence on theorizing and research on national culture, therefore, we provide a brief review of his work and how it continues to shape work, such as the GLOBE project and Schwartz’ value theory.  At the same time, the notion of bounded cultural units tied to nations has been challenged and we discuss some of those challenges. We also briefly outline some of the measures and approaches to organizational culture measurement. We then discuss theoretical and methodological issues of culture at both organizational and national level and how they are interlinked. In the final section, we will reiterate a few core theoretical methodological advances and challenges for future research on the intersection between organizations and culture, especially focusing on complex systems and evolutionary theory approaches. 
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Organizations are by definition multilevel structures: they involve individuals working in teams and departments as well as across different branches. Different organizations and sometimes even teams and departments within the same organization will develop their own cultural orientations. In turn, organizations are situated in different societies, which in turn have national cultural characteristics. In this chapter, we discuss some of the theoretical and methodological challenges when examining cultural questions for organizations. 
Defining and measuring cultures
Defining culture has been a fundamental challenge since the beginning of anthropology. The founding father of modern Anthropology Edward Tylor (1832-1917) had a rather encompassing definition of culture, stating that it is the ‘complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals, law, custom, and any other capabilities acquired by man as a member of society’ (Tylor, 2010).  Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1952) listed more than 150 definitions common in anthropology and the social sciences in the middle of the last century. Faulkner, Baldwin, Lindsley, and Hecht (2006) updated this earlier list and identified six major clusters of definitions. The first cluster focuses on structural or pattern definitions, typically referring to culture as a system or framework of elements (ideas, behaviors, or symbols). In line with this cluster, within psychology culture is often defined as the ‘totality of equivalent and complementary learned meanings’ (Rohner, 1984, pp. 119–120).  These definitions are also central for much research in management and business research. A second cluster focuses on functions, that is origins of culture and cultural differences, a line which has attracted more research with development of cultural evolution as a separate area of academic research.  A third cluster focuses on process: the social construction of culture and how culture influences social and psychological processes. Again, work in psychology that focuses on the social transmission of culture, including learning and socialization (e.g. Rohner, 1984) are good examples. A fourth cluster considers culture in terms of products and the artefacts produced by cultural processes. This is close to the original definitions by Tylor and such material approaches have had some influence on the international marketing literature.  A fifth cluster defines culture in terms of refinement or “cultivation,” drawing upon a more French civilization approach to culture (Kuper, 2000). A final cluster defines culture in terms of power and ideologies, which has been fundamental for critical and postmodern definitions of dominance and fragmentation. These definitions have influenced some of the critiques of Hofstede’s work and we will outline some applications of this thinking within an international management research (see Peterson et al., 2018). There is no consensus in the literature, and we need to pay attention to the specific definitions of cultures that authors are using when reviewing the multilevel structure of culture.  Nevertheless, we will be more strongly influenced by research that has drawn on the first three clusters (structure/ pattern, process, function), but will draw on other approaches where necessary (see Fischer, 2017 for a more detailed discussion).
The most common approach within management research has been to focus on shared values (Taras et al., 2016). Members of a given group (society, culture, team, etc.) are socialized into the system and by doing so internalize group-specific values, which are therefore shared within groups and can be used to differentiate between groups. The downstream effects of such shared values are then reflected in behaviors of that group, which can be characteristic of a given society (Leung & Morris, 2015) or may lead to or be associated with the artefacts created by members of that cultural community. The most central and important study in this regard is Hofstede’s (1980, 2001) seminal value study of IBM.  Here, he used  a HR value survey distributed to employees in 53 countries and regions and identified four major dimensions. First, individualism versus collectivism is the degree to which people in a given country act as individuals and are giving priority to their own interest, vs an orientation to act as members of the group and giving priority to the interests of the group over those of the individual (for recent updates on this dimension, see Minkov et al., 2017). Second, Power distance was closely aligned with individualism vs collectivism and deals with the levels of authority, the degree to which power is unequally distributed within a specific group and members of the group accept any unequal distribution of power and status. Third, the dimension of uncertainty avoidance captures differences in the degree to which members of different groups feel threatened by unknown or ambiguous situations and opt for more structured situations. Finally, masculinity and femininity capture the degree to which groups value assertiveness, competitiveness and achievement of goals over interpersonal relationships and care for others. This dimension also includes references to the genderedness of occupational roles according to traditional gender stereotypes. Hofstede (2001) later updated this framework by adding a fifth dimension, which emerged through work on Chinese cultural values (Hofstede & Bond, 1988), that differentiated the emphasis on the past and/or the present compared to an orientation to the future. Using broader datasets beyond a single corporation, Hofstede, Hofstede and Minkov (2010) added a sixth dimension, differentiating an emphasis on indulgence (valuing free gratification of desires and following impulses to enjoy life and have fun) versus restraint (valuing the suppression of needs and regulation behavior through social prohibitions) (Minkov, 2018; for a validation with independent data see: Minkov et al., 2019).
This study has inspired a large number of additional multicultural collaborations that have sought to identify salient value dimensions. Schwartz (1992) developed structural theories of values, separating individual level (Schwartz, 1992; Schwartz et al., 2012) and culture level theories (Schwartz, 1994). At the individual level, Schwartz identified between 10 and 19 value types that can be organized into four higher order value orientations which vary along two major motivational axes: Conservation vs. Openness and Self-Transcendence vs Self-Enhancement. At the nation level, Schwartz differentiated these values using slightly different terminology (e.g., Conservation becomes Embeddedness; Openness becomes Autonomy) and splits these major dimensions slightly differently (e.g., separating self-enhancement into a hierarchy and mastery component). Although conceptually distinct, empirically these value structures tend to be highly similar and lead to similar empirical relationships (Fischer, 2013; Fischer & Poortinga, 2012). 
A project that more directly followed Hofstede’s dimensions, the GLOBE (Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness) project led by House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, and Gupta (2004) collected data with managers from 62 nations and differentiated values into nine dimensions, instead of the four (or later five) originally described by Hofstede. For example, individualism-collectivism was split into institutional collectivism characterized by the adoption of values ​​and practices that emphasize collective action and distribution of resources, and in-group collectivism which captures the  expression of loyalty and cohesion among individuals of specific smaller groups, such as, for example, the family or the organization. Power distance, future orientation (Hofstede’s long-term orientation) and uncertainty avoidance remained as distinct dimensions, but new dimensions such as performance orientation (degree to which society encourages excellence in performance) and humane orientation (extent to which society reinforces altruism and care for others) were also added. Although the studies by Hofstede (1980, 2001), Schwartz and Boehnke (2004) and House et al. (2004) have used different items and terms to identify possible cultural dimensions, the overall pattern suggests relatively close resemblance of a number of core value dimensions that can be repeatedly identified in large-scale survey studies. 
The Globe project is important for another  aspect. House and colleagues differentiated between what is important for individuals (values, measured as ‘how things should be’) and practices (conceptually similar to the concept of norms; measured as ‘how things are’). They found that values and practices do not necessarily converge, which reinvigorated work on cultural norms as an alternative conceptual framework for the study of national culture (Chiu et al., 2010; Leung & Morris, 2015; Morris et al., 2015). 
	Organizational culture is set between these two extremes at the individual vs nation level. The term culture was incorporated into the organizational literature in the 1970´s by Pettigrew (1979) who focused on expressions such as “cooperative culture” or “organizational culture”. Inspired by anthropological work, the early research was qualitative in nature, and quantitative approaches suffered from methodological and statistical ambiguities (see below). A separate line of research started focusing on properties of work groups under the umbrella term of organizational climate (see Ashkanasy et al., 2010). Organizational culture and climate overlap substantially at a conceptual level (Verbeke et al., 1998). Like definitions of culture reviewed above, both climate and culture include attitudes, beliefs, values and behaviors that characterize organizations and teams within organizations and differentiate them from other organizations and teams. In the last two decades, climate researchers returned to focus more on perceptions within teams (Anderson & West, 1998), whereas culture researchers focus on perceptions of the larger organization. Here, we focus more on this latter organizational culture work, specifically studies that have used a quantitative measurement perspective to capture visible characteristics of the organization that respondents can reflect and report on (see Ashkanasy, Broadfoot & Falkus, 2000; Ashkanasy, Wilderom & Peterson, 2010; Fischer et al., 2005). A key distinction has been between values and practices, similar to the distinctions that have been drawn recently between values and norms at the nation level. Organizational practices are influenced by the organization’s internal and external environment (Verbeke, 2000), and therefore thought to be more flexible and be changed with more ease compared to values that are more difficult to modify. 
Among the various organizational culture measures developed over the years, two have been used more frequently in international research. What is notable in this respect is that organizational culture measures are often empirically driven and any factor structures described in one study often do not replicate, especially when examined in different cultural contexts (Sarros et al., 2016). Quinn and colleagues (Cameron & Quinn, 2011) developed the Competing Values Framework differentiating (a) flexibility versus stability and (b) internal versus external focus and has been implemented in various instruments such as the FOCUS questionnaire (Muijen & et al., 1999). This framework in combination with an open systems approach (Katz & Kahn, 1978) inspired our group to develop an organizational practices survey that captures major conflicts that organizations have to navigate and resolve (focused around the amount of support to provide for employees, the regulation of norms and hierarchies and the extent to which innovation is important or not). This systems-based framework has been shown to be empirically valid and useful for measuring organizational culture in organizations from all inhabited continents (Fischer et al., 2014, 2017). The second major project  is the aforementioned GLOBE project which measured organizational culture perceptions across 65 societies (House et al., 2004), using both values and practices at the organizational level that are matched to dimensions of national culture (therefore, it is different in its conceptualization and ontological nature to most other organizational culture measures). The converging lines of research on values and norms indicate that cultural variables can predict individual level work outcomes, but these relationships are dependent on interactions with variables at multiple levels. When taking this approach, one is immediately confronted with a range of conceptual as well as operational issues. We focus on these in the next section. 
Conceptual and methodological challenges 
Researchers need to work through a series of conceptual and methodological questions, when trying to explore cultural dynamics in organizations. The three basic issues of multilevel modeling are: a) What is the appropriate level of a theory (and data) - do we want to draw conclusions about the behavior of individuals, teams, organizations or nations?, b) what is the meaning of a construct at a given level and do meanings change as we move from one level to the next? (for example, do values of an individual capture the same motivational content as the values of a team?), and c) how are constructs linked across levels - do organizational structures influence and constrain actions of individuals or do the actions of individuals constitute and construct the culture of an organization?   
Identifying the appropriate level of theory and data
The first step is the identification of whether generalizations are to be made about individuals, teams,  organizations or nations, that is, defining the appropriate level of the study (Fischer et al., 2005; Klein et al., 1994). This question seems rather straightforward, yet there can be great ambiguities about the appropriate level of a theory and study.  Constructs such as justice perceptions, self-efficacy or affect were developed at the individual-level, but researchers have demonstrated these constructs can also be used at higher levels; for example by focusing on justice climate (Colquitt, Noe, and Jackson 2002), group efficacy (Bandura, 1997), or group affect (George, 1993). Klein et al. (1994) described three alternative assumptions underlying any theoretical model: homogeneity, independence, and heterogeneity.
Homogeneity assumes that “group members are sufficiently similar with respect to the construct in question that they may be characterized as a whole” (Klein et al., 1994, p. 199), hence, variability within units is seen as error. This is one of the central assumptions of many of the culture definitions that we examined above. The second assumption is independence, in which individuals within workgroups are seen as independent or free of group influence. This assumption underlies many statistical tests (e.g., individual scores are independent from each other). Here, the only true variation is between individuals (e.g., individual differences). The third assumption is called heterogeneity, “frog-pond”, within-group or parts effect (e.g. Dansereau et al., 1984), capturing social comparison processes. The context is important here, with any observation being dependent on the respective score of the surrounding unit: the same frog appears small in a big pond, but large if the pond was small. In an organizational perspective, many phenomena related to working relationships or motivation follow this assumption, with individuals varying within a group which provides the contextual anchor, but variations between groups not being a key focus.
These assumptions feed directly into the measurement process. Chan (1998)  described composition models which “specify the functional relationship among phenomena or constructs at different levels of analysis … that reference essentially the same content but that are qualitatively different at different levels” (Chan, 1998, p. 234). These composition models help to distinguish whether a construct is supposed to capture differences between individuals or whether the construct is referencing collective constructs, that emerge through the interactions between multiple individuals (Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999). The properties and origins of the model are more fully described elsewhere (Chen & Bliese, 2005, Fischer, 2008; Hofmann and Jones, 2005). Here we only describe one individual and collective composition model, to demonstrate how they differ. One individual level composition model is the summary index model which describes groups through the simple aggregation of individual level data. For example, we could ask individuals about their personal values and then compute the average value score for all individuals in a specific unit. This is the classic approach that was used by Hofstede and Schwartz. Hofmann and Jones (2005) argue that the summary index model provides information on the mean or sum of a construct for a collection of individuals, but does not provide any meaningful information about the collective (work group in our example) and are best interpreted as the central tendency of individuals.
Collective constructs can be measured at the individual level, but it is important to rephrase the wording to capture collective phenomena. One classic example is the Referent-shift model which was developed in climate research (Chan, 1998) to avoid conceptual confusions between individual (psychological) and organizational (collective) climate. Individuals are asked to answer items focusing on the higher-level unit of investigation (work group or organization) and the referent for questions is changed from “I” to “we” or “this group”. Hence, a value item would look like “In this workgroup, people value power”. If there is agreement between individuals about each statement, it is possible to deduce collective level properties. Therefore, the distinction is that (a) researchers ask individuals about their perceptions of the higher unit (instead of self-reports) and (b) then the agreement of respondents is evaluated. As should be apparent, referent-shift models are similar to summary-index models in that both require reports of individuals, but differ in that summary-index models measure self-reports of individuals about their own characteristics, attitudes, abilities or values instead of perceptions of the larger unit and agreement between members of a unit is not evaluated.
        	Assessment of agreement. The assessment of agreement is central for evaluating collective constructs such as culture, be it organization or national culture. Much of the debate has centered on what indices are best to use for assessing agreement and what empirical cut-offs are sufficient for indicating agreement. The most widely used index of agreement is rwg, developed by James, Demaree and Wolf (1984, 1993), which provides a single 0 to 1 score for each unit which is based on the variance of responses within units. Brown and Hauenstein  (Brown & Hauenstein, 2005) summarized a number of shortcomings of this classic indicator and proposed an alternative measure awg, which varies between -1 and 1.  A value of 1 means perfect agreement, a value of -1 indicates perfect disagreement and a value of 0 indicates that the variability is fifty percent of the possible variance at the mean. There have been heuristics about possible interpretations of cut-off values, but there has been relatively little empirical work to evaluate these cut-offs. 
A second class of indicators are variations of intra-class correlations (ICC) (Shrout & Fleiss, 1979). The two most commonly used types are ICC(1) and ICC(2). ICC(1) is conceptually similar to a random one-way analysis of variance and provides an estimate of the proportion of the total variance of a measure that is explained by unit membership  and can be (Bliese, 2000) interpreted as the extent of rater interchangeability (James, 1982). In contrast, ICC(2) is interpreted as the reliability of group means within a sample. ICC(2) is a variant of ICC(1) by adjusting ICC(1) for group size (Bliese, 2000). It shares similar shortcomings to other measures of reliability (e.g., Cronbach’s alpha) in that it is dependent on the group size. 
One important difference between agreement statistics such as rwg or awg from ICC indices is that the former provide estimates of agreement within each group separately (yielding one unique estimate for each group), whereas ICC statistics compare the variability within groups to the variability between groups (yielding one estimate across all groups). ICC estimates do not provide estimates of whether interrater agreement varies substantially between groups. The extent to which individuals agree with each other is one important conceptual variable in organizational culture, as it captures culture strength (Lindell & Brandt, 2000; Schneider et al., 2002).
      	 One important question for identifying the relevant level of theory is to consider whether units are important and meaningful. While organizations present clearly outlined units of measurement such as companies or departments, the measurement of national culture is less straightforward. Commonly, researchers have equated culture with nationality or ethnicity, based on the assumptions that geographic boundaries of nation states reflect cultural boundaries, and in line with definitions of culture, that cultural characteristics are equally shared amongst members of a nation state (Leung & Morris, 2015; Steel & Taras, 2010; Taras et al., 2009). The assumption that national culture is homogenous is increasingly challenged. For example, Fischer and Schwartz (2011) used agreement statistics that we reviewed above for various value data sets and found that up to 80% of variance in values might be due to individual differences rather than county differences. Similarly, Taras et al. (2016) found in a meta-analysis of 558 studies that while nation-state differences explained only 21% in variance of values, occupational differences explained up to 50%.  This is not to say that nation states do not have value as units of investigation. Minkov and Hofstede (2011, 2014) reported that nation states are better empirical boundaries for classifying cultural orientations of individuals compared to ethnic or religious affiliation in modern Europe. 
The extent to which nation-states are meaningful units for cultural analysis has been extensively debated. Trying to provide a framework to this discussion, Peterson and colleagues (Peterson et al., 2018; Peterson & Søndergaard, 2014) proposed the FICE framework, which stands for functionalist, institutional, and critical events. Functional explanations for cultural differences align strongly with classic evolutionary theories (for a review see: Lench et al., 2015), proposing that communities are facing a range of challenges that threaten their survival and that dominant solutions aimed at resolving these challenges can be captured in the dominant values or norms expressed by individuals within nation states (both via summary and referent shift models). Institutional explanations centre around the role of governing institutions and their physical (roads, urban planning), and non-physical influences (shared language, and educational policies) on social behavior. Finally, critical event theories focus on the lasting effects of singular events such as wars, plagues, or substantial economic changes and how they change psychological and social attributes of populations within the boundaries of nation states. In summary, the FICE framework integrates a range of possible processes that provide a theoretical foundation for the use of nation states as units of investigation as well as explanations of how cultural differences occur and are maintained. 

Figure 1.
Major questions for identifying and measuring constructs at the appropriate level
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Assessing meaning changes across levels
One of the most perplexing questions has been how to interpret constructs that exist at more than one level. The common approach to empirically examine this question has been to conduct factor analysis (or other reduction  techniques) with data at each level. Hofstede (1980) first clearly demonstrated the possibility to a larger audience that the factor structures at the individual and national level can be different, which has led to strong interest by cross-cultural researchers  (for a more detailed description see Boer et al., 2018; Fischer, 2012; 2013; Fontaine and Fischer, 2008). The development of sophisticated multivariate statistics has simplified a previously complex analytical procedure and it is now possible to simultaneously estimate individual and group level structures and obtain overall indices of similarity and model fit (Fischer & Karl, 2019; Fontaine & Fischer, 2011; Huang, 2017). In summary, the question of changes in meaning of constructs across levels is contentious, but can readily be addressed through modern multivariate statistics. 
Relationship between different constructs across levels. 
Researchers are most interested in this last question, namely the relationship between constructs at different levels. We can distinguish three broad types of models: single-level models, cross-level models and homologous multi-level models (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Single-level models are the most common models because they describe relationships between variables at the same level of theory. Psychologists for example typically are interested in how individual difference variables relate to each other. Cross-level models are considerably more complex since they conceptualize relationships between variables across different levels. Organizational researchers are most familiar with top-down approaches that model effects of higher-level variables on lower-level variables (e.g., organizational culture influencing employee job satisfaction or performance). These models can be estimated with standard multilevel analytical techniques and are increasingly common.  The alternative process of emergent or bottom-up processes is equally plausible, but empirically more challenging because they are methodologically more complex (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Some interesting recent applications have been published in management (Heyden et al., 2017) and medicine (Wigman et al., 2015). Heyden et al. (2017) examined ‘top-down’ and ‘bottom-up’ traditions in organizational change research to understand employees’ varying dispositions to support change. Wigman and colleagues focused on psychopathology and investigated top-down and bottom-up to understand how individuals and diagnostic groups dynamically affect each other.

Figure 2.
Three classes of multi-level theories
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Convergence and conflict: Processes aligning and opposing individuals, organizations and cultures.
Individuals are nested in organizations and organizations operate within societies and nation-states. Hence, the respective relationships between processes at these three levels are of considerable interest for management researchers. A classic line of research highlights the contingency of the effectiveness of management strategies on the environmental and cultural context of an organization (Adler & Gundersen, 2008). The general assumption is that organizations show higher performance if the organizational practices match the cultural preferences of the local workforce (Hofstede, 1980, 2001).  Understanding and acting on the fit between different levels (for example between the individual and the organization) is clearly important (Gelfand et al., 2007). 
Individual actors are thought to coordinate their actions which give raise to larger scale units which are more than the sum of its parts (Gao et al., 2015), a classic emergence phenomenon that we discussed above.  The current general recommendation is for  global managers to fit their management strategies to the local context (e.g. Berry, 2014). A considerable body of research highlights the contingency of the effectiveness of management strategies on the environmental and cultural context of an organization (Adler & Gundersen, 2008; Gelfand et al., 2007; Tsui et al., 2016). Organizations are thought to elicit higher performance if the organizational practices match the cultural preferences of the local workforce (Adler & Gundersen, 2008; Hofstede, 1980, 2001) and the technological environment (Ellis et al., 2002). These assumptions are shared by diverse meta-theories such as the structural contingency approach (Burns & Stalker, 1994) and culture fit theory (Aycan, 2005; Aycan et al., 2000). These broad contingency approaches have become a dominant management strategy that underlies much of strategic management and international business (Hoskisson et al., 1999).
Basic evolutionary processes can help to explain how organizational multi-level processes operate over time and lead to the emergence of shared cultures aligned with contingency approaches. Individuals aim to learn about relevant group norms and try to adopt successful behavior. For effective learning, they need to identify a variety of reliable sources to inform their behaviors. Yet, individuals focus on easily available information, which leads to commonly described Frequency Biases and Prestige Biases. Frequency bias is the tendency of individuals to preferentially copy the most common behaviour variants in an environment (Boyd & Richerson, 1985; Henrich & Boyd, 1998). This tendency to utilize already widespread cultural information (such as norms and behaviours) within a group can help to facilitate knowledge transfer between members and typically leads to culturally shared knowledge to be more likely to be reproduced during interactions with other group members. Conversely, culturally novel knowledge is less likely to be passed on (possibly because utilizing new knowledge is less cognitively effective: Clark & Kashima, 2007). Over time this bias towards widespread knowledge leads to the stabilization of cultural  knowledge within a group. A strong body of knowledge and shared norms might increase group cohesion, but this also reduces the probability that group members hold novel information that could benefit the group. In cases where novel information is needed, for example in a rapidly changing environment, the likelihood increases that new knowledge will be incorporated in the communal knowledge pool, potentially at the cost of cohesion  (Stahl et al., 2010). In addition to this social learning strategy, individuals can also orient their behavior and values on successful individuals with high prestige. This mode of social information transmissions is called Prestige Bias and has been found to be associated with power positions of the person being copied rather than with domain knowledge (Reyes-Garcia et al., 2008). These learning processes can happen at all levels of the organizational hierarchy. Highly visible individuals such as organizational leaders are core   and can be assumed to work as a selection pressure towards individuals that fail to utilize these learning strategies, resulting in person-culture mismatch.
 EVOLUTIONARY AND DYNAMIC APPROACHES TO CULTURE & ORGANIZATIONS
 However, a core assumption that individuals and organizations are naturally aligned clashes with the reality of cultures as open systems  (Bertalanffy, 1969). In an organizational context, individuals are neither permanently tied to an organization, nor are organizations constants, as they experience rapid large-scale shifts such as mergers or restructuring approaches. Social learning and reinforcement of norms within organizations is also not perfect and leads to considerable deviations within groups (which requires the assessment of agreement, as discussed above).  Recently this complex systems dynamic has been examined from evolutionary perspectives to identify drivers that either align different levels of an organizational structure or set them up for competition (Kashima et al., 2019).
Beyond Culture Fit
Examining cultural processes across multiple levels (individual to organization to country) simultaneously has started to provide new insights that confirm that broad contingency and culture fit approaches may be too simplistic to capture some of the dynamics that modern organizations are facing. Our team conducted a 17-country study involving 267 organizations (Fischer et al., 2019). Our focus was on certainty because certainty is an epistemic need of humans and dealing with uncertainty will take up crucial cognitive resources. Our human ancestors have evolved in specific evolutionary environments that shaped our cognitive systems in specific ways, prioritizing safety and security in our immediate environments and focusing our attention to immediate threats of survival and uncertainty. Because of these cognitive limitations, when faced with contexts of increased uncertainty, employees use available cognitive resources to cope with the perceived uncertainty to regain a sense of control, and therefore, they are unlikely to engage in discretionary or high-performance behaviors that would require additional cognitive demands. As a consequence, desirable behavior such as organizational citizenship behavior (Kenrick et al., 2010) is likely to be reduced.
Contingency and culture fit theory predict that organizations in high uncertainty contexts are better off to adopt practices and change their organizational culture to match this high level of uncertainty. From an evolutionary perspective, a different hypothesis could be proposed. In highly uncertain environments, organizational formalization can compensate and buffer any negative effects of uncertainty by providing structure and clarity and as a result reduce the needs of employees to expend cognitive resources on coping with uncertainty. Bringing in ideas from norm psychology, clear rules and procedures allow employees to use their perceptions of these clear rules as a form of ‘social autopilot’ (in the form of ‘I know what is expected of me because I see what others are doing and how the organization runs’) (Morris et al., 2015). In contrast to culture-fit arguments, organizations can actively counter contextual effects by increasing formalization which in turn facilitates higher levels of OCB in countries with high uncertainty. These hypotheses were supported in a three-level analysis involving perceptions of national culture practices and organizational culture perceptions across samples from all inhabited continents. Discretionary extra-role behavior focusing on making suggestions and improving work conditions increased with organizational formalization, but this effect was only observed in contexts with high uncertainty (Fischer et al., 2017). Hence, culture-fit arguments might be too simplistic when accounting for the complex realities that organizations are facing. Evolutionary models can help identify which behaviors and cognitive processes are most likely to be affected. Greater nuance and attention to cognitive capacities and constraints within specific contexts and organizations may help employees achieve their full potential. Hence, a greater integration of evolutionary, biological and philosophical discussions of group dynamics can help us sharpen our understanding how organizational culture processes are operating in modern organizations. 
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